THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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Appel l ant’ s have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clains 1 to 4. Cdains 5 to 7 have been
al | oned by the exam ner.

Representative claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A method for key managenent for controlling the keys
used in encoding information to be printed on a nuil piece for
validating the mail pi ece conprising the steps of generating a
predet ermi ned nunber of keys, assigning one of said keys to a
particul ar postage neter by neans of a determ ned rel ationship
associated wth the postage neter, said relationship being
derived as a predeterm ned function corresponding to the
particul ar postage neter, and installing the assigned key in the
particul ar postage neter.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Edel mann et al. (Edel mann) 4,757,537 Jul . 12, 1988
lijim 5,202,922 Apr. 13, 1993

Clains 1 and 3 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 102(b) as
bei ng anticipated by Edelmann. Cains 2 and 4 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. §8 103. As evidence of obviousness, the exam ner
relies upon Edel mann in view of lijinma.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and the
exam ner, reference is made to the brief and the answer for the
respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

We reverse the rejection of clainms 1 and 3 under 35 U.S. C
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8 102. There appears to be no dispute between the appellants and
t he exam ner regardi ng the teachings of Edel mann. The sole
di spute appears to resolve around interpreting the |anguage

common anong i ndependent clains 1 and 3 on appeal .

We quote the followi ng frompage 4 of the brief:

In the Final Ofice Action the Exam ner
has agreed with Applicants interpretation of
Edel mann et al. but has disagreed with the
scope of the follow ng words that are part of
both clains 1 and 3:

generating a predeterm ned nunber of
keys, assi gning one of said keys to a
particul ar postage neter...

The Exam ner has found that such words
i ncl ude generating a single key and assi gni ng
the single key to a nmeter. Applicant has
asserted that the such words clearly do not
support the Examner’s interpretation
Al t hough the words "generating a
predet er m ned nunber of keys" may be
interpreted as including the generation of a
si ngl e key, when conbined with the words
"assigning one of said keys to a particular
postage neter" such interpretation is clearly
incorrect. The predeterm ned nunber of keys
generated in clains 1 and 3 nust be nore than
one key.

....Cearly, when the step of "generating
a predeterm ned nunber of keys" is conbined
wth the step of "assigning one of said keys"
only one interpretation is possible, i.e.,
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that nore than one key is being generated in

the nethods of clains 1 and 3. No other

interpretation is possible.

W fully agree with appellants’ positions set forth in the

above quoted material. W interpret the comon | anguage anong
i ndependent claim1l1l in the same manner generally asserted by
appel l ants. Edel mann from our study clearly generates only one
set of keys. Even though the | anguage of generating a
predet ermi ned nunber of keys may be construed to generate only a
single key, as asserted by appellants, when this | anguage is
taken in the context of the next succeedi ng clause of independent
clains 1 and 3 of assigning one of said generated "keys" to a
particul ar postage neter, clains 1 and 3 indicate to the reader
that a plurality of keys must necessarily have been generated in
t he generation of a predeterm ned nunber of keys clause of each
claimon appeal. Inasnuch as the exam ner has set forth no
addi tional argunents in the answer and both parties are in
agreenent with our view that Edel mann teaches only the generation
of a single set of keys at a time, the rejection of clains 1 and
3 nust be reversed. As such, the rejection of their respective
dependent clains 2 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 nust al so be

rever sed
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In view of the foregoing, the decision of the exam ner
rejecting clains 1 to 4 is reversed.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CZ, JR
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
JAMES D. THOVAS

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
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